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COMPLAINANT:

RESPONDENTS:

FEDERAL ELECTION Ct)MM*gjg|g .̂;u.\r
999 E Street^ N.W.

WasWMgton,D.C 20jjk^rr? 2S p U: 31

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT SENSITIVE

MUR: 5879
DATE COMPLAINT FILED: November 6, 2006
DATE OF NOTIFICATION: November 14, 2006
LAST RESPONSE RECEIVED: January 8, 2007
DATE ACTIVATED: April 26, 2007

EXPIRATION OF SOL: October 31,2011

J J>. Haywoim for Congress

Hany Mitchell for Congress and
JohnDehh1in0 hi \n» official caDadtV Sff
treasurer

Committee and Brian L. Wolff; in his official
•.

RELEVANT STATUTES AND 2 U.S.C § 434(b)
REGULATIONS: 2U.S.C.§441a

11 CFJL8 100.26
11 CJJL§ 100.29
HCFJELi 109.21
11 CFJLJ 10923
11 CFJLJ 109.37

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: FEC Disclosure Reports

FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None

B_^^^B 'vV v A*J ̂ I'l*!noN

R C*QC£C*\ and Hanv Mitchell for GanaraH {"Mitchell Committee''!

mfM«4i •«•• Uoiw IbfifrJittll'* 9AM nrmMtMil Mmtiaioii m^inniiHum Ihr AIA ITS TTmiaA nf
f

40

41

RepreseDtativtsfor/kriafflna't Fifth Ontfirnipmil District, C^mp'mnf^t. J T) HfiyBMw^> f^~
Congreas. alleoes tat me DCCC made an exoettivem-^mdcoDtribudontotheKfitchell
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1 Committee in the amount of $160,358.31 when it aired a television advertisement in support of,

2 and featuring, federal candidate Hany Mitchell, md iinproperiy reported the flsb^^

3 in connection with the advertisement as an independent expenditure to the Federal Election

4 Commission ("Comnussion"). Complainant's allegations are predicated on the assertion that the

5 Mitchell Committee was materially involved in the creation of the DCCC's advertisement

oa 6 because the advertisement utilizes the same footage of Kfitchdl that the MitcheU Committee
IX

<v 7 used in one of ito own advertisements.
CD

^ 8 Because it appean that the Mitchell Committee produced the original footage that was
«3T
O 9 iised in the IXXX: advertisement, we lecoamiendfo^
O
""* 10 the DCCC violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 434(b) and 441a(a) in connection with its republication of the

11 video footage of the candidate. Further, as discussed in detail below, it appears that the costs

12 associated with the advertisement may have also constituted a coordinated communication

13 between the DCCC and the Mitchell Committee. Therefore, we recommend the Commission

14 find reason to believe that the DCCC made an excessive in-kind contribution and an excessive
• •

15 coordinated party expenditure in the form of a coordinated communication in violation of

16 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a) and 441a(d)( and that the DCCC violated 2 U.S.C. § 434<b) by tailing to

17 properly report the communication in its reports to the Commission. We also recommend the

18 Commission find reason to believe that the MitcheU Committee violated 2 U.S.C. §{ 441a(f) and

19 434(b) by knowingly accepting an excessive contribution from the DCCC and failing to report

20 the contribution in its disclosure reports to the Commission.

21

22
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1 IL FACTUAL SUMMARY

2 On October 31,2006bteIXXX: aired a tdevisim

3 Arizona CoogreMkmal candidate Harry NGtchell. KfitdieUappean in at toast three framea of tiie

4 advertisement, whicfc references an endorsee

5 The next dty, on November 1,2006, fe

6 tiiitippeOT to inchide the lime footage

7 that aired 24 houiBeariicr, and alao references the endorsement of MitcheM by TteXifr^

8 Republic. The overlapping content appears to consist of torn screen shots that mc^

9 footage of Mitchell, but display slightly differed text on the screen.1 See Complaint, Ex. 1

10 (Attachment 1).

11 The complaint alleges that the Mitchell campaign waa materially involved in the

12 production of the DOCC advextiaemenL To siqiport the aUegadons, the complaint notes that die

13 DOOC v^ tibe Mitchell Committee both use the same video footage in two separate television

14 advertisements that aired within 24 hours of each omer. Complaint at 2 and Bx.l. The

15 complaint alao asserts that several scenes in the anVertiaements'Svereclesdy produced ma

16 nunmer that woiild necessarily have requhrdHa^

17 was featui^ prominently m those scenes. Complaint at 2.

18 The Mitchell Committee denies that it cooidinaled me IXXX:'a October 31,2006

19 advertisement, and adda mat its own November 1,2006 advertisemem was created mdependent^

20 oftheDCCC. The Conmu^ftirfliere^lams that its own aoVerti^^

i dnti of Ihwe tarn from the DOOC sad Mtehdl
Tito footageftttvfa«HanyMilchelL Con*>ttnt,Bx. 1. The

(hatfWlodAiajort 13,2007). Howpvar.
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1 response to the endoracmentMitchdl reedvcdfhMn

2 md attributed the "somewhat siimlsT ads"

3 MitclidlRespoiiBeat2;Mte^overfn¥

4 The Mitchell Committee's response, however, does not in any way discuss the genesis of the

5 video footage at issue. A press report attached to the complaint indicates that a Mitchell

6 Committee representative publicly acknowledged that "[the Mitchell Committee] shot the

7 footage some time ago and placed it on an internet server, making it available to anyone."1

8 Complaint, Ex. 2.

9 In its response to the complaint, the DCCC refers to the possible''visual or thematic

10 similarity" of the advertisements, but like the Mitchell Committee, it fails to discuss any details

11 of the footage, including the source of the footage. The DCCC denies that the advertisement was

12 coordinated with the Mitchell campaign and explains that the advertisement was produced

13 through iUmdependentexperMtureprograjxi, which wcric^

14 to prevent "access to information about candidate plans, projects, activities or needs.** DCCC

15 Response at 2 and 4. In an affidavit attached to the DCXX^ response, the CHiief Operating CNflcer

16 of the DCCC explained (hat during the 2006 decticm cycle, the DCCC adopted written

17 procedures that it called the "wall" that were "designed to ensure that nonpublic information

18 about a campaign's plans, projects, activities or needs would not be conveyed to those involved

19 in preparing and distribiiting the DCXXTsindep^ Habershaw Aff. 12.

20 Those written procedures were distributed to all staff and were also available for review by staff
I

21 on the DCCC's computer system. ld.\5. Under its firewall procedures, individuals assigned to

22 me DCCX^sinoepeiKlentexpeiiflnire program

2 ft is iiKleir whether ttanpcsenlt^
advertisements! or the resulting tdvertiseinent produced by the Mitchell Committee.
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and nflffifE of those campaigns "who would benefit from the independent

2 expenditure" and nwdwcusimg

3 ffli|Miii1iUirft [Tf̂ flF*11"- All 3. TheDC£C'sfiicwaflpioceduiwalioliJM^

4 DCCC's general files and required vendon to comply wMi the procedures as well &1 4.

5 IB. ANALYSIS

6 A. REPUBUCATION OF CANDIDATE CAMPAIGN MATERIALS

7 TTieConiinission'g regulations state that m^

8 of campaign materials prepared by the candidate'gautiiorized committee diaM be ooniidered a

9 contribution for the piiriJoses of con^^

10 person making the expenditure. 11 C.F.R.J 10923. However, the candidate who prepared the

11 campaign materials dc«iKJtrecdve or accept an in4dn^

12 report an expenditure, imlffts the dissemination, distribution, or republication of campaign

13 matenals is a pwy^y^8" wtmhknifiiBation. uL\ set tiyru pp. 7~12. Commission regulations also

14 set fbrtii a number of uses of campaign materials that <to not constitute a contribution to the

15 «ffl^i^yf^ SBCfa as thft ^afamma^tyn tpf tpmmnmm tnytefinfa doHB Mf*nff g g

16 cxwrdinated party expenfitiireauaxjrity.' 11 CFJL § 109.23(b). However, such dissemination

ThO CBCBJltiUUi JUdudC ftB ftdlOWingr I} BM ««tiip«^gpi
• — Jlmriaaa cflti»nmaB MM |

JIT mmm m. JJtAj.il k • ««^^ a*i> .̂ ...̂ ^̂ .̂ MiM .̂. *•_ mJlA^Jal ^_^^^^^JOr ICpmBDN • a BBWI SUy, OOBBBBflBKy, Of HOHUnil BDBBIpWI
11 CFJL 1 1073or 11 CF JL f 100. 132; 4) the canvdgnmMeiUi^oQaiiti oft brief qooie of

av dflfllflBilBf V DOaVDOaB IB BviR OK H aMKapQaV 8 CflEDavOiiBilOD Oft IIB O^VD inlOiwS Oa* 9« •• flavDODU

rmHtinl inflY nn'"llliM •* •
pvtyexpcnditDrenlhorityuider 11 CFJL § 10932.
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1 mu«t not exceed the coordinated party expenditure liî

2 of 1971, as amended ("die Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 441a(d).4

3 Baaed on the MitcheU Committee's public admiaikmti^h created

4 footage the DCXX used m to advertisemcma^

^ 5 advirtitflfmiitffi *• «rpti«« «»*•* *« nrar f*pnMiTyH MMHI'ff ffrnpFgn muttrifili, remitting in

o>
tx 6 an in-kind contribution to the MfchenCommtteeimletttheIXXX:uaedh
*r
<£ 7 expenditure authority. 11 CFJLj 109.23. However, it does not appear that the DCCC used its

*f<qr 8 coordmated party expenditure authority to
o
O 9 independently. Given the coat of the advertisement (Le., over $196,000), tbe DCCC may have
î

10 made an excessive in-kind comiibmion of approximately $190,000. Even if die DCCC did use

11 its coordinated party expenditure authority, it still would have made an excessive contribution

12 became the applicable coordinated party expenditure linih on behalf o

13 was $39.600. See 2 U.S.C. § 441a(aX2XA), 441a(d)(3)(B); Price Index Increases for

14 Coordinated Party Expenditure Lumta^ 71 Fed. Reg. 14218 (March 21,2006).' In

15 HS.MnrtinMinfl, Hiatrihuting, or repuhliahing Miirfiell*. ratnp^gn fenlagp, the TVYY! moH* «i

16 excessive in-kind contribution to ti^MitcheUComniittee and Med to property i^xirt the

17 fntiyi^niJi^^miaaaflninHhiitMintnitgTi^^ Therefore, we fecommend me

18 Coimiu^aonfiiidieuontobefievelfaattD^

Ths vss of iaftnadiBB cMsiBBd fton a pobociy aviiUblo sonnsBa^nsiiltiBthaoofldDCt

<L *«-•—«— ••*•&. ̂ ^^_U^^^J. U^̂ Jta AM ̂ AiM^ J&^ UM^MM^ ^^ -̂jSJU^^^^ 1^ IMfcftgf î̂ ^^^ ̂ î l̂ Ml̂ ^̂ kjl ̂ M» ̂ .̂.IA^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ ̂ |V. •_——
•aBiED B^̂ ^BÎ ^B^BB^HL AaaV IDDBflBasDalB Ĵ BB^HBsf IU VUBvCi NaT •kSOHalv waHH^DHllHat â B aWUw vWBO vBBvHHHB̂ B) B5F •̂ Bt'BVftflDliVa^BK ŝ BD DIIB

fliin«of$10,OOOltctfcf1hinioctk«441t(dXbythopriceii^

Fed. Reg. 14218 (M«k 21,2006).
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1 §434(b). Further, at analyzed fully below, if the DOCC obtained the video campaign footage

2 through coordination with the candidate or hii committee, the Kfitchell Committee would have

3 knowingly accepted an excessive in-kind contribution.

4 B. PARTY COORDINATED COMMUNICATION*

5 Under the Act, an expenditure made by any penon "in cooperation, consultation, or
tfi
0* 6 concert, with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate, his authorized political committees
rx
2 7 or their agents" constitutes an in-kind contribution. 2 U.S.C. ft 441a(a)(7)(BXi). A political
rj
<qr 8 party communication is coordinated with a candidiUe, a candidate*s authorized coinxmtlee, or
«T
® 9 •gP'lt of thft candidate Or OQWniittfcg when the communication aaftjafiga the tfaree-pmnge^ feat «ef
d

10 forth in 11 C.RR. § 109.37: (1) the communication is paid for by a political parry committee or

11 its agent; (2) the communication satisfies at least one of the content standards set forth in

12 11 CJ.R. § 109.37(aX2); and (3) the communication satisfies at least one of the conduct

13 standards set forth in 11 C.KR. § 109.21(d). The payment by a political party committee for a

14 communication that is coordinated with a candidate must be treated by the political party

15 committee making the payment as either an in-kind contribution to the candidate with whom it

16 was coordiiiated era coordinated party expenditure. 11 CF.R. § 109.37(b). The costs of a

17 coordinated communication must not exceed a political committee's applicable contribution or

* The activity at issue occurred in October 2006 and November 2006. Therefore, this repoitappliM the
Commission's amended coonfinated conmunkation regulation*, whk^
Coontinattd Coamumlcatioiu, 71 Pad. Reg. 33190 (June 8, 2006). The US. Diflrict Gout fbr the District of
Oohmbu recently held tint die Oonnniitioo • revwons of die conteut end conduct Btindirdi of tfie coonfaMted

1 1 P P B, | IOO g|(e) •nH (d) ufal^rf UMI Arfmititor^fim Prnjarfmrn Ag> mad tJMt Hitt

fSt^
Procedure Act; however, the court did not enjoin the Ccmmssion from enforang the regulation. SttSkaytv.
F.E.C.— P^nppld — . 2007 WL 2616689 QXDJC. Sept 12. 2007) (NO. OVA. 06-1247 (CKK)) (granting in pan
and denyiiigpsit the respective parties' motkim for suin^ This Office believes that despite the Court

dinlimd the firewall provistooareMillinelBBCt. Pbiihei«theitBiidBids
are appropritssly applied to the fads of this matte, pvticuliriyi
90 îy window containod in the current coBSBot AiAiUlint •> put of die iBgulition that wii BOtdiillBnsjDd in the
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1 expenditure liim'U set faftmtiMAc^

2 $3,000 to, OTinake over $39,600 m<x>ordinated

3 Committee, te 2 U.S.C §§ 441a(t)(2XA), 441a(d)(3)(B).

4 1. Payment

5 The payment prong of the cooidmation regulation, 11GFJL $ 109.37(aXl)» » Mtufied.*r
^ 6 The IXXX^ admits that it paid for niecomniunican'oiiaUeged to In its
<i
0) 7 response to the complaint, the DCCC states mat it produced and distributed fte advertisement
r^j

^ 8 mrouajb its vendor, McMahonSquier and Associates. DCXX^ Response at 2. Moreover, me
O
O 9 DCCC also fifed independent expenditure reports with the Comniisrion at the time the
Hi

10 advertisement tired reflecting expenditarestotih^ over $196,000 msupp^

11 2. Contest

12 The content prong of me coordination regnlation is a^ At all times relevant to

13 this matter, the content piong was satisfied if the commim

14 following Content Standards: (1) • piMic. mrnmntiio^finm fl^t Mmmnnmmtom Mttrthatmm nr

15 repubHsnes candidate campaign materials; (2) a public communication mat expressly advocates

16 the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate for federal office; or (3) a public

17 MqiimfBieaHMi, in ralevatit part, tliaf infant to « Hftarly JH* t̂ffiatl %ff|*1 MtviMffte miH iff

18 FTfrHply *^ril«t^ <*• ̂ .MmlnMtiKi On Amym nr faoiPip^W^ IJm

19 general election. See 11CFJL {109.37(aX2X A public cctntmimc^on is defined as a

20

7 On Octobg 31 and Ncrato 1,2006, the DCTCdte^
«KBttof^^
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1 inagazme, outdoor advertising faci^

2 gcnend pubHc political advertising. 11 CFJEL { 100.26.

3 The coordinated conmnmicatinn alleged in flic oomplaiiit qualifies M a public

4 QMUpmEliflltifln ••ftgmifl *ft * cig*riy ufanhfiafl eaflflfafafe fljflf jfrntaif wiflifn ffi foyi ff^BH

5 electiozL The IXXXI'sadvolifcmeDt identified congressioDiQca^^

6 broadcast on television on October 3 lf 2006, iev«nda)« before the Novonber?, 2006 Genend

7 Election. Baaed on die screen shots provid^ with ̂ ccmpltint and AeMi^

8 public admission that it shot the footage, the DCGC •i*n appeacs to have rqrnMishftd rj"ipa'fln

9 footage pioduoed by the candidate's committee, Seesvpra Section IILA.

10 3. CoBdnct

11 TheQramrissira'iregiilan'cM

12 payor and the conmn^tee, whether or not there is agreements

13 the conduct prong of the coordination standard: (1) the communication la created, produced, or

14 distributed at the request or suggestion of a cai^idateoranaunV3rizedcoininittee,norifti&e

15 «qiff™""fc«*foft «• are***, pmaaeeA, or <««trihiitaH at tfj^ mggipaHon «f Ae pyir yî P A?

16 candidate or anoVaizedcormnittee assents to the sugge^ the candidate, his or her

17 committee, or their agent is inaterialry involved m the content,

18 mode of communication, the specific rnediaoin^

19 g^BfiKumHgBiifljiii (3) DO c^ukiiiinimtUvik is created, produced, or distributed autt at least one

20 siibstantiddisCTSsion about the coinmTO

21 fffflnmn»iiMti«»i, «• *«* paMnn'g amptoyMB ftr •flenta, «nH UMI MnHiHate ar hia ftr ligr gndinriMid

22 CTJHinitt^ tfff «•*!«• orpnnent or npp»nant*« MitfinriaMil enrnmittee, a political p«Hy
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1 cffanyofmefragentB^^acuimimvente

2 creation, production or distribution of ftp cannmmicition; (5) a fonner employee or independent

3 cuirtiiclof BS^ or conveys iiifo^^

4 qmiiiiiimieafami; mna (ft) tfia Htaaeminatinî  <iiAl»̂ lJiitinai| m* BHpnMinatinai «f naiytpa ign Ttiatorî Jy *

^ S The material mvolvement ami gubgtantiald^
o> . . . . . __ . ___ . .
fx 6 not Bttufied "if the infbnnation material to the creation, production, or diBtribution of the
«T
C0 7 communication wai obtained fiom a publicly available somce.M 11 C.FJL § 10921(dX2) and
f\i
5 8 (3). Seeal*oCo<rtixatcdCommwtications,7lT&^331W
O
O 9 (explaining that "Mnder the new aafe haibor, a comniiinication created with infbnnation found

10 mi a MnHiHate'a nr pnlifirjl party*. WA rite Ja tin* a iwwtin«f*»H

11 However, to qualify for the aafe haibor for the use of piAlidy available mfomiatioo.nieDCOC

12 "bg"* ̂ ^ h1"1 "̂ of fhflwing that tfip fafennatiffn "f*^ "* f»*«*««g^ f^d^ging "r «ti«*ritmring th^

13 comnnmication wai obtained firon a publicly available aource." Coordinated Communications,

14 71 Fed. Reg. 33190, 3320S (June 8, 2006).

15 Aadiacusaedmo^tatibdow, there is sufficient

16 reque«t or suggestion, matcridinvolvenient, or substa^ Hie screen

17 shots provided widi the cflmplirint «mfin" <*»•* the y^n ĵ̂ ** was indftftd pnnninently fgatwrBd in

18 the IXXXTs advertisement TheMitcheUQimmittBeadVertiaemeDi,fo^

fadodBi inftnnhig the payer about ftp uuitjiisjn'i piaoit pnycti, icttvttJBSt flcaood^
5W11CFJL f 109̂ 1(d)(3).

•etft^inllCJ'JLI 109̂ 1(0̂ 4) aad^andttivyansj^fioBllyivtt^ DOOC
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1 candidate speaking with conidtuenta u weUuipeaki^

2 the similarity of the advertisements, including the visual images, the themes, and the timing of

3 te media buys, aH pnaefltg^

4 raniest or suggestion o£wim the material^

5 with, trie MitcheU Committee. While it is pouible mat the DCOC obtained the footage from a

6 publicly available SOIITO, such as the omdi^^

7 showing or even ajsert the IXXX! did mfsrtobtam IftheDCCC

8 did not obtain me footage from a publicly available source, it appears that to

9 have been materially involved with me creation of the IXXX! advertisement"

10 Although the DCOC contends that durmg me relevant time period it had a firewaU in

11 place between its independent expenditure program and its other activities, JMJ^^

12 both the DOCC'ff *nd tf»e Mitchell Gmrnnittaa'g nmongflB haye ffltg glffinp fmnifffoti' neimer

13 one addresses the identical footage used in each of Aeir respective advertisements." As result,

14 we do not have enough information to d^tenninewhemer the m^ewaU provisions were foUowed

15 mmismstance. In this regard, this case is distinct from olhercoonUnation matters where me

16 <VmfniMlnin IIM aceeptM a enmmittaa'B finwall M

17 coordmatioiL &eMURs 5506 (Castor/Emily's List), SS64 (Knowles), 5743 (Sutton for

A^BB ̂ vQfliHllBlllQBw flH BavBVIODsiur lOODfl vDIEE •BflflawU GkfllfllflllBI ̂ M^DO saUDOsaT OaT flDfll̂ L IB (

nrteri^mvohediniaydedrioargridngpertriiri^
(WdnnpfclX 2004-1 (FoctyKar) and 2004-29 (Akin);MURi5410(Ob«nrtk)tnd5517(Stoi^.

*pi» xmiAiff •teiMMiM •«• •uyet fc> mm mmm \mntar ^rtiimmltmiq far ifcy yaa <nf • ™«Miali 11

of DB <M**>i""BiiiK**y>fi was QMQ of ooDVByBd to BB pcnosi payiag tor ttB
" 11CFJL f 109.21(li).
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1 Congress), and 5823 (Club for Growth). Forinitaiice,inMUR5743(SiittonfbrCongreu)v1fae

faimd no rmm*m to halteiM cftfltttinatinm terfr plaea ju

mhmtiteri •ffidavifa tfia* gvenad fteta mgaiyting tftfiir fitiHwoll •tMtiy«i«it

4 dio identified the iooicc of the photogri|Ai in qucrtion. Similnly, in MUR 5506, tibe Castor

5 Cboiinitteeadaio^edged that its medUbu^

6 KKnces. TheDCXX^'ireipoaMintiiif niatterlackBtheipecificityoftheTetponMsintboae

7/

(M

^ 8 Instead, becautt the IXX£huiirithCT asserted m
"V
^ 9 video foots^ from a piibUcly available source, hsj>p«^

10 mfor»n«tigffi TIMftg"^ to tf»? enea^jofi of ftft JX^C* t advtftifenmit IPEV IftNG bfffffl COBVByBd to

11 theDCCC. For exan l̂e, the IXXC's independent expenditure staff c^^

12 footage with DCOC staff outside of u^ independent expenditiirepiognDn or the mdependent

13 expenditure staff could have coordinated dh^ctlywiui the MhdieUcanqMign. Questions remain

14 reganting how both committees selected tiie same fixitage for each of their itspective

15 advertisements that ah^wimm 24 hours of one another,^

16 Election. Without specific responses rebutting the allegations conMnmig me fi>otage used ui me

17 IXXX: advertisement, it is appioprislefo the Ctoinnn^on to

18 prom of ttc cooroinitioo itmtoiu is met.

19 Accordingly, we i«commend mat the Comniisrion find reason to be^

20 Democratic Congressional Qmq>aignCoimm^

21 tietsurer, violated 2 U.S.C.§441a(a) and 441 a(d) by making m

22 and an twiTf fftivf < *̂***f"«̂ *»" rma*y *»p*"<™""* "» *^ft fftP1! ftf fl fiM?Tffiniitfffl fl9an|||nuiKfitK?iil and

23 viol§ted2U.S.Ct434(b)lyinyroperiyiqport^ We
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1 ato recommit that the Qrnirm^

2 andJcfaBdfcliiig,inhiioffitialcapad^

3 by knowingly accepting the exceuivecoatribi^^

4

5
O)
CD g-

S 7

* 8

0 9O 9

10

11

12

13

14
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l v.

2 1. Ffr'd g?ffffFi to fr^frg11^ fh*l frff PffinftCf ttic CV?ngrfff initial dnnpjign
3 and Brim LWolftm his official cqMcftyaBtaaM^
4 §§434(b),441a(t),iiid441a(d).
S
6 2. FindreaicmtobetievetiiitHairyMitdienfOT
7 officW
8
9 3. Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analyses.

10
11 4.
12
13
14 5. Approve the appropriate letters.

s
19 Date ' ThomasfniaP. Duncan
20 General Counsel
21
22
23 '
24
25 Ann Marie Teizaken
26 • Actmg Associate General Counsel for
27 *^*^"^Cf!Illflni
28

» fc^ K-
32 KflAleenMGuitii
33 Assistant General Counsel
34
35
36
37
38
39 Attorney
40
41 Attachments:
42 1. Screen Shots of IXXX and MitcheU Advertisements
43
44
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